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provision, the proprietor of a newspaper is not
criminally liable for a libel which has been in-
serted in it without his knowledge or consent
merely becanse he has given the editor a general
authority to publish what he thinks proper
therein (c). So, too, the directors of a printing
company are not criminally liable for a libel
contained in a paper printed by the servants of
the company unless they knew of or saw the libel
before its publication, or gave express instructions
for its appearance (d). In all such cases, it will
be a question for the jury whether the publication
arose from any want of due care or caution on
the defendant's part; and the fact that the defen-
dant has employed an editor for the management
of a particular department of the newspaper, and
has entrusted to him the business of deciding
what articles should be inserted in the paper, is
not necessarily proof of the defendant's having
consented to the publication of the libel by him (e).
This defence is available upon the trial of any
indictment or information for the publication of
a defamatory libel, or of blasphemous, seditious,
or obscene words (/).

(c)  Eeg. v. HolbrooJc and others (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 35; 37
L. T. 530 ;   (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 42;  48 L. J. Q. B. 113;   39
L. T. 536.

(d)  Eeg. v. Allison and others   (1888), 59 L. T. 933;   53
J. P. 215.

(e)  Per Cockburn, 0. J., and Lush., J.; Mellor, J., diss., in
Eeg. v. Holbrook, supra.

(f)  Eeg. v. Bradlaugh and others (1883), 15 Oox, 0. C. 217 ;
Eeg. v. Eamsayand Foote (1883), 48'L. T. 734; 1 C.&E. 132;
15 Cox, 0. C. 231.